How do we know where we are? When I navigate my way through an unknown landscape with the help of a map, keeping the synchronization between me as a moving body in the landscape and the spot on the map representing my current position is of key importance. Sometimes I come to a sudden realization: I am not where I think I am. The route I have been following through the landscape has a different representation on the map from the one I thought it had. This could be expressed as, 'I thought I knew where I was, but it turned out I was wrong'. And if I have no clue as to where the spot I am occupying is on the map-that is, what place on the map represents the place in the landscape where I am-I would say, 'I am lost'.
The map I use to find my way is there in the landscape with me-it has to be in order to be used for navigation. But it is also outside the landscape, representing it. When I point at the map saying, 'Here I am', I make a claim about my location in the landscape represented by the map. This is different from the claim made if I point to somewhere on a page of text describing a landscape claiming, 'Here I am'. The latter would usually be taken as a reference to where I am in reading the text, rather than a claim of where I am in an external reality referred to by the text.
Maps and texts refer differently to the landscape. I claim in this chapter that not only do we express the same knowledge about landscapes in different ways in the two media, but also that the knowledge that can be expressed using each of the two media differs. This claim is supported by research presented in the next section, where I review a series of modelling experiments in which differences between texts and maps were studied in detail. The study was made through a computer-assisted close reading of one specific text. I then show how the differences are linked to the way we relate to the landscape and outline the connections to media comparisons in general; each medium can mediate only certain aspects of a total reality. I conclude by looking briefly into one of the most important aspects of the ongoing digital spatial turn, 1 namely, the use of maps and texts in integrated geocommunication systems.
Neither the text nor the map is the landscape we experience directly. Further, they are distinct from the landscape in different ways. How can these differences be investigated using the digital humanities tool of experimental modelling? 2 To investigate this I based my modelling experiments on a collection of documents from the 1740s used in the border negotiations between Denmark (including Norway) and Sweden (including Finland) leading up to the border treaty of 1751, printed as Schnitler (1962) . 3 The documents were written in Danish, which was also the written language used for Norwegian dialects at the time.
In Scandinavia in the mid-eighteenth century, common people were seen as an important source of information in the resolution of boundary disputes. This perception was linked to the two main principles behind the establishment of the border-topography and possession-and how they were understood at the time. 4 The topographical principle stated that the border should follow the highest mountain ridge. The principle of possession was based on tax subjects; the area of a country was the area possessed by the subjects of the country's sovereign. This point was problematic, however, as much of the border area was inhabited by seminomadic Sami reindeer herders who used land on both sides of what was later to become the border and paid taxes to both the Swedish and the Danish kings.
The resolution of the boundary disputes included input from the local population: officials travelled the area and conducted court investigations, questioning the common people-Norwegian, Swedish, Sami, and Finnish farmers as well as Sami reindeer herders-about their perceptions of the border location as well as their general knowledge of the area. Schnitler's protocols include these court proceedings, together with older written sources, as well as summaries written by Schnitler himself.
The modelling experiments were performed in a stepwise formalization process inspired by the concept of deformation found in McGann (2001) , using a computer program developed for the task.
5 The first step established statements close to the textual way of expressing spatial understanding, whereas the latter steps established increasingly 'maplike' statements. The statements, in the form of triples, rephrased expressions in the source text. If the text said 'place A is east of place B', then three things were included in the model: two place references, A and B, and a link between them, which is the statement that A is east of B. The modelling was in line with conceptual analysis as used in the development of ontologies such as CIDOC-CRM (Doerr 2003) .
The statements of the model are rather simple. However, by putting a number of them together, a more complex structure is established. The model created this way was used in four case studies where experiments were run on parts of the source text modelled in great detail. Each of the statements went through the formalization steps as shown in the example in Table 13 .1. This process showed how information had to be added and taken away in order to reach the goal, which was to express the statements in the form of maps.
